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Religious/Worldview Identification and College Student Success 
 
Abstract 
Higher education researchers and practitioners have become increasingly interested in the experiences 
and outcomes of religious minority students. Most research to date has focused on these students’ 
religiosity and spirituality, and it has often lumped students from several diverse religions into a single 
minority group. This study explores the relationship between religious/worldview identification and 
student success (i.e., college satisfaction, perceived growth, academic achievement, and graduation). 
Differences between Buddhists, Hindus, Jews, Muslims, Protestants, and students who do not identify 
with any organized religion are examined using a large, multi-institutional dataset. Religious/worldview 
identification upon entering college is significantly related to various indicators of student success, and 
many of these differences persist even when accounting for students’ demographics and precollege 
achievement.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Keywords: religious diversity, college students, college satisfaction, academic achievement, graduation 
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Religious/Worldview Identification and College Student Success 
In recent years, college student religiosity and spirituality has received increased attention from 
both researchers and practitioners.
1
 Clearly, religion and spirituality play an important role in students’ 
lives: 81% of entering undergraduates report attending religious services frequently or occasionally, and 
80% report having an interest in spirituality.
2
 According to a comprehensive literature review, religiosity 
is related to a broad array of mental and physical health outcomes among general adult populations and 
college students.
3
 Some research has also examined whether college outcomes might be a product of 
students’ religious affiliation (or lack thereof). For example, students who identify with a minority 
religion (i.e., non-Protestant and non-Catholic) tend to have decreased religious commitment and 
spiritual identification, along with a weaker commitment to their worldview and greater spiritual 
struggle, than religious majority students.
4
 
However, the existing knowledge base is limited in some important ways. First, within most 
quantitative research, religious minorities are lumped together into a large, heterogeneous group that 
includes Baha’is, Buddhists, Hindus, Jains, Jews, Muslims, and other students. This practice is 
understandable in some respects, since the sample sizes for each religion are often too small to examine 
them separately. Moreover, Christian privilege
5
 can serve to marginalize many non-Christians in similar 
ways, so one might expect poorer outcomes to occur among all religious minority students.
6
 
Unfortunately, this aggregation also leads to a lack of understanding about specific religious groups and 
whether a “religious minority” category is sufficiently homogeneous to be classified as a single group. As 
Alyssa Bryant
7
 duly noted in a previous issue of Religion & Education, 
[t]he characteristics, practices, attitudes, and beliefs of religious minority students reflect a 
diverse set of worldviews and distinctive approaches to life. Without question, members of non-
majority religions contribute not merely one “other” voice to the religious discourse in the U.S., 
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but a collection of voices, each expressing its own unique perspectives, principles, and 
foundational ideologies and values.
8
  
Second, when scholars and practitioners discuss college students’ religious identification, they often 
focus on issues directly related to religion, spirituality, and ecumenism. However, religious identification 
is also associated with other types of college outcomes, such as well-being, college satisfaction, and 
even retention.
9
 Using a large, multi-institutional dataset, this study examines the extent to which 
religious/worldview identification is related to various indicators of college student success, including 
college satisfaction, perceived growth, academic achievement, and graduation. To provide a fine-
grained analysis of several groups, we examine students from several religions separately (i.e., 
Buddhism, Hinduism, Judaism, Islam), plus Protestants and students who do not identify with an 
organized religion. We often use the word “worldview” in addition to “religion” to represent the 
presence and belief systems of students who do not identify with any formal religion.  
Below, we describe the literature on college student attributes, experiences, and outcomes for 
each of these minority religions/worldviews. For readers who are interested in exploring this topic in 
more detail, Bryant,
10
 Higher Education Research Institute,
11
 and Sax
12
 provide excellent overviews of 
some of the entering characteristics of these religious minority groups.  
Literature Review 
Muslim Students 
Considering their relatively small size within the college student and general U.S. population, 
Muslims receive a reasonable amount of attention. A national study of college student religion found 
that 1.0% of students are Muslim,
13
 and this figure is 0.6% for the general U.S. population.
14
 Since over 
18 million undergraduates were enrolled in American colleges and universities in 2010,
15
 this means that 
there are almost 200,000 Muslim college students in the U.S. Within this population, 39% identify as 
Asian American, and 29% identify as an “other” race/ethnicity (i.e., not White, African American, 
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Latino/a, etc.
16
 Muslim students exhibit especially close ties to their mothers’ and fathers’ religion, with 
over 95 percent reporting the same affiliation as their parents.
17
  On average, Muslim students are 
highly religious and are committed to sharing their faith, whereas they have little religious skepticism or 
struggle.
18
 
A number of small qualitative studies have examined Muslim student experiences on campus. In 
general, these have found that marginalization and discrimination play a considerable role in many 
students’ identity and development.
19
 The perceived campus climate for Muslims, particularly for 
women who veil or wear the hijab, varies considerably within and across institutions.
20
 According to a 
small-scale quantitative study, Muslim students are also more likely than Christian and Jewish students 
to participate in informal and cocurricular diversity experiences, and they are less satisfied than Jewish 
students with their overall college experiences.
21
 There is general agreement among scholars and 
practitioners for the need to create safe spaces for Muslim students on college campuses.
22
  
Buddhist and Hindu Students 
Buddhists constitute 0.9% of undergraduates
23
 and 0.7% of adults in the U.S.
24
 While some work 
has explored Buddhism and Buddhists in America more generally,
25
 very little is known about Buddhist 
college students. About 66% of Buddhist students are Asian American, and fewer than 2/3 of students 
share their parents’ religion.
26
  In general, Buddhist students have a strong interest in spiritual questions 
and understanding other religions.
27
  Unlike Muslim students, Buddhists are very low on religious 
engagement and commitment (only 6% report praying daily), and high on religious skepticism. 
28
 
 In some ways, Hindu and Buddhist students are similar to one another, including the lack of 
literature that explores their experiences and outcomes within U.S. colleges and universities. 
Specifically, Hindu students are predominantly Asian American (84%),
29
 and they are above average in 
terms of their charitable involvement, ethic of caring, and ecumenical worldview.
30
  However, like 
Muslim students, almost all Hindus share their parents’ religious affiliation, and the vast majority pray 
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occasionally or regularly.
31
  While research on Hindu students in the U.S. is virtually non-existent, 
Hinduism has become more popular as a topic of study within higher education curricula. Elfman
32
 
discussed the growing interest of students of Indian descent in exploring Hinduism through formal 
coursework, which has created unique opportunities to explore the country and cultural heritage and to 
investigate personal perceptions regarding the Hindu faith.  In addition, Claremont Lincoln University (in 
conjunction with the Nalanda Confluence Institute) recently announced a new graduate program in 
Hindu Dharma studies, with the intent of ultimately establishing a School of Hindu Studies.
33
  Overall, 
Hindus constitute 0.7% of college students
34
 and 0.4% of American adults.
35
  
Jewish Students 
 Given their somewhat larger population and salient role in the history of American higher 
education,
36
 much more is known about Jewish college students. Jews constitute 2.0% of college 
students
37
 and 1.7% of the general U.S. population.
38
 Moreover, Jewish students are substantially 
overrepresented at elite American colleges and universities. For example, Kadushin and Tighe
39
 
surveyed students at eight selective institutions and found that the undergraduate populations ranged 
from 7-25% Jewish, with a median of 14%. Among all undergraduates, Jewish students tend to come 
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, have higher high school grades, apply to more colleges, attend 
college further away from their parents, and hold higher degree aspirations.
40
 
 Given their overrepresentation at selective institutions as well as the favorable views that many 
Americans hold toward Jews,
41
 Jewish college students are in a unique position as a religious minority. 
Despite these advantages, Jews have encountered substantial discrimination and hardships over 
decades and centuries, and adhering to Jewish religious and cultural customs can be difficult at many 
colleges and universities.
42
 While the vast majority of students on elite campuses reported that it is easy 
to be Jewish on their campus, the proportion of Jews within the institution is a strong predictor of this 
perception,
43
 which suggests the importance of having a sufficiently large campus community to support 
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a religious minority group. Moreover, students from diverse religious backgrounds all perceive the 
presence of a three-tiered hierarchy, with Christians at the top, religious minorities in the middle, and 
non-religious individuals at the bottom.
44
  
 Upon entering college, Jews are less religiously committed and less religiously and spiritually 
engaged than other students;
45
 Jews also become increasingly skeptical of religion while attending 
college.
46
 Some Jewish students frame their Judaism as both a religion and an ethnicity, so those who 
identify as Jewish can exhibit a wide range of Jewish practices and beliefs—or nonbelief—in God.
47
  
Some Jewish practices are quite common, such as lighting Hanukkah candles (78% of respondents), 
whereas others are far less common (29% maintain some degree of kosher eating habits on campus).
48
 
Jewish students report that engaging in these practices boosts their Jewish identity, regardless of the 
extent to which these practices are framed as religious or cultural.
49
  
Some research has also compared Jewish students to other students in terms of their well-being 
and self-confidence at the beginning of college.
50
 Jewish students report slightly higher levels of 
emotional and physical health than other students, but they also report slightly higher levels of stress, 
depression, and use of anti-depressant medication. They also have higher scores on a host of academic 
and social self-ratings, including writing, math, and academic ability; intellectual and social self-
confidence; leadership ability; and self-understanding. Similar to the vast majority of studies reported 
here, this analysis did not consider whether these religious differences might be explained by group 
differences in race/ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic status, or other factors.  
Students Identifying with No Organized Religion  
Putnam and Campbell
51
 have referred to those who are religiously unaffiliated as religious 
“nones,” which is an ideologically diverse group. Among religiously unaffiliated young adults, only 17% 
believe that there is no God, 35% are unsure in their beliefs, 47% believe in God, and 18% pray at least 
once a day.
52
 Nones are also an unstable group, as 30% of American adults who report no religious 
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affiliation actually report having a religious affiliation just one year later.
53
 Despite this instability, nones 
are certainly the most rapidly growing “religious” group: The proportion of nones has almost doubled 
among first-year college students in 15 years, and this figure reached 24% in 2009.
54
 For the first time 
ever, 20% of U.S. adults—along with 32% of adults under 30—identify as atheist, agnostic, or having no 
particular affiliation.
55
 
Perhaps not surprisingly, when examined as a single group, nones have the greatest religious 
skepticism and the lowest religiosity and spirituality of any religious/worldview identification.
56
  Even 
when considering these (and other) entering characteristics, nones have the greatest increases in 
religious skepticism and the most pronounced decreases in religious commitment and spiritual 
identification.
57
 They also experience less spiritual struggle and are less committed to their worldview 
than are religious majority students.
58
 These disparities extend beyond spiritual and religious outcomes; 
nones have lowest college satisfaction and the greatest declines in subjective well-being, along with the 
least charitable involvement and compassionate self-concept, of any religion/worldview.
59
 Scholars have 
discussed some of the various challenges that atheists, in particular, face within higher education and 
how college practitioners might work to create a positive environment for these students.
60
 
As noted earlier, religious engagement and commitment are associated with numerous positive 
outcomes for college students and adults.
61
 Therefore, can the large disparities in religiosity between 
nones and religious majority students account for these group differences in well-being and other 
outcomes? It appears that religiosity only partially explains these gaps.
62
 Also, while nones might be 
more likely to describe themselves as spiritual but not religious,
63
 they actually score much lower than 
other students on measures of both religiosity and spirituality.
64
 
Present Study 
 To date, most studies of religious/worldview identification have examined students’ entry 
characteristics, while research that does explore student outcomes generally focus on issues of religion, 
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spirituality, and campus climate. This inquiry often relies on small, single-institution samples (which have 
limited generalizability) and does not consider whether any observed differences in experiences and 
outcomes might actually be attributable to other student characteristics. For instance, Muslim students 
are more likely to engage in college diversity experiences than Christians and Jews,
65
 but is this simply 
because the majority of Muslims are students of color? 
 This study explores the relationship between religious/worldview identification and indicators of 
student success (college satisfaction, perceived growth, academic achievement, and graduation). In 
doing so, it seeks to expand and improve upon previous research in several ways. First, it uses a large, 
multi-institutional dataset that oversampled Asian students; as a result, subgroup analyses can examine 
Buddhists, Hindus, and Muslims as separate religious groups with adequate sample sizes. Second, it 
investigates several outcomes that are generally not associated with religious/worldview identification. 
If significant effects are observed, then practitioners and researchers should consider placing a greater 
emphasis on religion/worldview as an understudied—yet potentially influential—dimension of student 
diversity. Third, the analyses control for several precollege characteristics, including race/ethnicity, 
gender, socioeconomic status, and high school academic achievement. As a result, one can determine 
whether religious/worldview identification uniquely predicts student success above and beyond the 
typical factors that are considered in higher education research and assessment.  
Method 
Data Source and Participants 
 Data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Freshmen (NLSF)
66
 were used. The sample 
included 28 academically selective institutions, which are diverse in terms of student demographics, 
region, and institutional type. Students of color were oversampled so as to obtain approximately equal 
numbers of Asian, Black, Hispanic, and White participants. A total of 4,573 first-year students were 
invited to take part in a face-to-face interview in Fall 1999, and 3,924 students (86%) agreed to 
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participate. Although this initial data collection occurred in person, virtually all of the questions were 
closed-ended (i.e., the resulting data were quantitative, not qualitative). The response rates were 
reasonably similar across racial/ethnic groups, ranging from 83% for White students to 89% for Black 
students. Four follow-up surveys were conducted via telephone in Spring 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003. 
Students who transferred to a different institution or who dropped out of university were followed and 
retained in the sample to minimize selection bias. A total of 3,098 students participated in the senior-
year survey, which constitutes a 79% retest response rate from the initial data collection (ranging from 
76% for Black students to 82% for White students). The final analytic sample included students who (a) 
responded to both the initial and senior surveys and (b) belonged to one of the religious/worldview 
groups examined in this study (N = 1,958). Of these students, 58.8% were Protestant (N = 1,151), 9.2% 
were Jewish (N = 180), 6.1% were Buddhist (N = 120), 3.9% were Hindu (N = 77), 2.9% were Muslim (N = 
57), and 19.1% reported having no religious affiliation (N = 373).  
Measures 
 Dependent variables. College grade point average (GPA) was measured on a 4.0 scale. College 
graduation within four years and within six years were indicated with dichotomous variables (0 = no, 1 = 
yes). As noted above, students were retained in the study even if they transferred to a different 
institution, so these two variables indicate whether a student received a bachelor’s degree within the 
given timeframe from any college or university (not necessarily the one s/he initially attended).  
Three dependent variables measured dimensions of college satisfaction. Satisfaction with one’s 
college choice was indicated with three items (α = .79), and satisfaction with the academic experience 
was also measured with a three-item index (α = .87). A single item was used to measure satisfaction 
with friends and acquaintances made while in college. Three other dependent variables indicated 
students’ perceived growth during the college years. Preparation for post-college life was measured 
with a three-item index (α = .81), relating to people from other races was assessed with a two-item 
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index (α = .87), and becoming a better person was gauged with a single item. All satisfaction and 
perceived growth items used an 11-point scale (0 = totally disagree, to 10 = totally agree).  
Independent variables. The key independent variable was students’ religious affiliation when 
entering college. Protestant, Jewish, Muslim, Hindu, and Buddhist were all separate response options 
within this item. Students who selected “no religious background” or “agnostic” were coded as having 
no affiliation with an organized religion. Some students also identified with other religious minority 
groups (e.g., Seventh Day Adventist, Jainism), but sample sizes for those religious minorities were not 
sufficient to examine these as separate categories.  
Unlike previous research that examined these religious minority groups, we included several 
control variables to determine whether any observed differences are directly attributable to religious 
identification (as opposed to other entering characteristics). Gender was indicated with a dichotomous 
variable (0 = male, 1 = female), and parental education was assessed via the average of mother’s and 
father’s education (1 = grade school, to 7 = graduate or professional degree). Race/ethnicity was coded 
into the same variables used for data collection: Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, and 
Asian/Asian American, with White/Caucasian as the referent group. High school grade point average 
(HSGPA) was measured by computing the average of six items that asked for students’ typical high 
school grades (1 = mostly D’s, to 4 = mostly A’s) in six core subjects (English, history, mathematics, 
natural sciences, social studies, and foreign languages; Cronbach’s alpha = .71). Given the high academic 
achievement of students within this sample, many students reported receiving mostly A’s in all subjects. 
Therefore, two dummy variables were created for students who reported an A- average (HSGPA at least 
3.5 and less than 4.0) and a B+ or lower (HSGPA less than 3.5), with an A average (HSGPA = 4.0) as the 
referent group.  
Limitations 
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 Some limitations should be noted. First, this sample consists of selective U.S. institutions, so it is 
unclear to what extent these results generalize to less selective schools. Second, the item about 
religious affiliation specifically asked participants to provide their “religious background.” It is possible 
that some students may have responded to that question by providing the religious tradition(s) in which 
they were raised, not what they identify with or currently practice. The percentage of students in this 
sample reporting no religious affiliation is actually lower than among young American adults.
67
 However, 
this difference is probably the result of the substantial increase in non-affiliated young adults since the 
first wave of the NLSF as well as greater religiosity among young people from higher social class 
backgrounds.
68
 Any inaccuracies that stem from this item phrasing would likely lead to underestimates 
of the true group differences. Third, while this sample contains a larger sample of students from 
understudied religions than most national surveys, the sample sizes for Hindus and Muslims were still 
fairly modest (both below 100). Therefore, conclusions about these groups should be made cautiously. 
Fourth, students’ perceptions of their own growth often have a weak correlation (at best) with 
objective, longitudinal measures of growth on the same constructs.
69
 As a result, the self-reported gain 
items in this study should not be viewed as reflecting actual student learning and development, but 
instead as providing insight into students’ perception of their own growth, which is an important 
outcome in its own right.
70
  
Results 
 The means and standard deviations for all dependent variables by religious/worldview 
identification are displayed in Table 1. According to analyses of variance (ANOVAs), college GPA, four-
year graduation, satisfaction with academic experience and friendships, and perceived growth in 
preparation for life after college and relating to other racial groups all vary as a function of students’ 
religious/worldview identification (p < .05), and the effect for predicting six-year graduation is marginally 
significant (p < .10).
 71
 Tukey post-hoc tests were conducted to determine which groups differ 
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significantly from one another. Jewish students (M = 3.47) have higher college GPAs than Protestants (M 
= 3.15), Hindus (M = 3.16), Muslims (M = 3.18), and nones (M = 3.26) (in Table 1, these differences are 
signified by the subscripts next to the mean for Jews in the top row). Buddhist students (M = 3.40) also 
have significantly higher GPAs than Hindus and Protestants, and nones have higher GPAs than 
Protestants. For four-year graduation, Jews (M = .85), Muslims (M = .81), and Buddhists (M = .77) fare 
significantly better than Protestants (M = .65), and Jews are also higher than nones (M = .69). Although 
the ANOVA for six-year graduation was only marginally significant, Jews (M = .92) are more likely to 
graduate in six years than Protestants (M = .85) at a conventional level of significance (p < .05). Jews (M 
= 7.37) and Protestants (M = 7.27) are significantly more satisfied with their academic experience than 
are Buddhists (M = 6.71). In addition, Protestants fare significantly better than nones on satisfaction 
with friendships (M = 8.38 and 7.96, respectively), perceived growth in preparation for life after college 
(M = 7.44 and 6.90, respectively), and perceived growth in relating to other racial groups (M = 7.25 and 
6.74, respectively).  
 To control for potential confounding variables, analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) were also 
conducted; religious identification was the between-subjects factor, while gender, race/ethnicity, 
parental education, and high school GPA served as covariates. Within this more rigorous analysis, 
college GPA, four-year graduation, satisfaction with friendships, and perceived growth in preparation for 
life after college all vary significantly across religion/worldview groups, whereas this effect is marginally 
significant for satisfaction with college choice and perceived growth in relating to other racial groups, 
and non-significant for satisfaction with the academic experience (see Table 2). Even when adjusting for 
demographic variables and precollege achievement, Jewish students (M = 3.39) receive significantly 
higher college grades than Hindus (M = 3.09), Muslims (M = 3.10), Protestants (M = 3.20), and nones (M 
= 3.23). Jews (M = .79) are also more likely to graduate within four years than Protestants (M =.68). 
Protestants fare significantly better than nones in terms of satisfaction with friendships (M = 8.39 and 
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7.95, respectively) and perceived growth in preparation for life after college (M = 7.43 and 6.92, 
respectively).  
Discussion 
 This study shows that students’ religious/worldview identification predicts several important 
outcomes, including college satisfaction, perceived growth, academic achievement, and graduation. 
While most studies of college students’ religious/worldview identification—particularly those that 
include specific groups that are underrepresented in the United States—examine religious and spiritual 
phenomena,
72
 this study further demonstrates that numerous differences occur for key indicators of 
college student success. Importantly, several of these findings persist even when controlling for 
students’ race, gender, socioeconomic status, and high school academic achievement. In other words, 
although religion/worldview is associated with students’ entering characteristics,
73
 religion/worldview 
still significantly predicts college student outcomes above and beyond those other attributes.  
 Jewish students and, to a lesser extent, Buddhist students tend to excel academically when 
compared with Protestants, Nones, and students from some other religious groups. This finding may not 
be surprising when considering that Jewish students differ, on average, from other college students in 
several important ways. Relative to students from other backgrounds, Jewish students are more likely to 
be White, to come from high socioeconomic backgrounds, and to have high precollege achievement,
74
 
and Buddhist students are more likely than other students to be Asian.
75
 When controlling for these 
attributes, many of the advantages for Jewish students persist, whereas the differences for Buddhist 
students become non-significant. As described earlier, Jews hold a unique place within American 
society: They are a minority group whose religious practices are marginalized, but they are also viewed 
favorably (on average) and are the target of “positive” stereotypes.
76
 Moreover, Jewish college students’ 
well-being is often similar to that of their peers, whereas Buddhists and students from other non-
Christian religions experience greater psychological distress and spiritual struggle.
77
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 Most of the group differences in college satisfaction and perceived growth observed here are 
driven by the low scores for religious nones. The nones fare more poorly than any group for satisfaction 
with friendships, perceived growth in preparation for life after college, and perceived growth in relating 
to other racial groups, and they have the second-lowest scores for satisfaction with their college choice 
and perceived growth in becoming a better person. These findings are consistent with other research 
that shows nones have the most pronounced decreases in subjective well-being and spiritual 
identification, along with increases in religious skepticism, of any religious/worldview group during 
college.
78
 Putnam and Campbell
79
 argue that many young Americans have become disaffected by the 
comingling of religion and politics and decide to disengage from organized religion altogether. To the 
extent that this skepticism or disengagement generalizes to students’ other views and experiences, 
religious nones may feel that they benefitted less from their time in college (whether this is 
“objectively” true or not) and feel less satisfied with their college experience as a result.  
 In contrast, the differences between students from the understudied religious groups—
Buddhists, Hindus, and Muslims—are actually quite modest. The initial analyses showed that Buddhists 
receive higher grades than Hindus, but no other significant differences among these three groups are 
observed. When comparing these groups to the other three, Muslims and Buddhists are more likely to 
graduate in four years than Protestants, Buddhists report lower satisfaction with the academic 
experience than Protestants and Jews, and some college GPA differences were also significant 
(Buddhists outperformed Protestants, while Jews outperformed Muslims and Hindus). However, with 
the exception of college GPA, all of these group differences become non-significant when controlling for 
students’ precollege characteristics, and some of the means shift notably after this adjustment (e.g., 
compare the values for satisfaction with the academic experience between Table 1 and Table 2). Thus, it 
appears that these apparent effects of religious/worldview identification are largely explained by other 
student characteristics.  
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Conclusion and Implications  
This study expands providing an important contribution to the literature by demonstrating that 
students’ religion/worldview significantly predicts college students’ satisfaction, perceived growth, 
academic achievement, and graduation. Therefore, students’ religion/worldview should not simply be of 
interest to those who are concerned with issues of spirituality, faith, and religion; instead, higher 
education practitioners, institutional researchers, and scholars should consider this student 
characteristic alongside the “usual suspects” of college student research and assessment (i.e., 
race/ethnicity, gender, and socioeconomic status). This recommendation broaches the thorny issue of 
whether and when colleges should ask students about their religion/worldview. Although including a 
religious identification question on a college admissions application may be viewed with considerable 
suspicion, survey organizations have found that, in most contexts, religion is not a sensitive topic and 
information about religious behaviors is easy to obtain.
80
 In higher education, the Cooperative 
Institutional Research Program (CIRP) has long asked students about religious identification on its 
freshman and senior surveys.
81
 To understand how religious/worldview identification may predict 
student outcomes, colleges and universities could use data from CIRP surveys and/or administer their 
own entering student surveys during first-year orientation.  
The current study identified few differences between Muslim, Buddhist, and Hindu students, 
and these effects were completely eliminated when considering other student attributes. Therefore, 
especially given the small proportion of students within each of these groups and some of the similar 
challenges that these students face,
82
 it may be reasonable to combine these students into a single 
religious minority category when examining general student outcomes. This grouping is consistent with 
prevailing categorizations of religious identification in the United States;
83
 moreover, college student 
research has identified meaningful differences between this aggregated religious minority category and 
other religious/worldview groups.
84
 However, any in-depth study of the nature of students’ spirituality, 
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faith, religion, and meaning making should examine these religions separately and consider how the 
specific belief systems and practices of each religion may shape these dynamics; indeed, considerable 
variation in beliefs and practices exists across religions and worldviews.
85
 Future research should 
continue to explore the similarities and differences in college experiences and outcomes across religious 
minority groups.  
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations for college outcomes by religious/worldview identification.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Outcome Protestant Jewish Muslim Buddhist Hindu None 
College grade point 
average*** 
3.15 BJN 
(.47) 
3.47 HMNP 
(.34)  
3.18 J 
(.48) 
3.40 HP 
(.40) 
3.16 BJ 
(.46) 
3.26 JP 
(.46) 
Graduation (4 years)*** .65 BJM 
(.48) 
.85 NP 
(.36) 
.81 P 
(.39) 
.77 P 
(.42) 
.75 
(.44) 
.69 J 
(.46) 
Graduation (6 years)+ .85 J 
(.35) 
.92 P 
(.27) 
.89 
(.31) 
.89 
(.31) 
.89 
(.31) 
.88 
(.33) 
Satisfaction with academic 
experience** 
7.27 B 
(1.64) 
7.37 B 
(1.44) 
6.67 
(1.81) 
6.71 JP 
(1.68) 
6.97 
(1.37) 
7.20 
(1.71) 
Satisfaction with college 
choice+ 
7.31 
(2.21) 
7.63 
(1.89) 
7.49 
(2.06) 
6.94 
(2.45) 
7.12 
(2.04) 
7.05 
(2.30) 
Satisfaction with friendships* 8.38 N 
(1.91) 
8.44 
(1.64) 
8.60 
(1.81) 
8.37 
(1.85) 
8.39 
(1.72) 
7.96 P 
(1.97) 
Perceived growth in becoming 
a better person 
8.70 
(1.81) 
8.80 
(1.47) 
8.58 
(1.54) 
8.52 
(1.85) 
8.85 
(1.32) 
8.58 
(1.84) 
Perceived growth in prepara-
tion for life after college*** 
7.44 N 
(1.69) 
7.30 
(1.53) 
7.52 
(1.68) 
7.01 
(1.65) 
7.25 
(1.33) 
6.90 P 
(1.82) 
Perceived growth in relating to 
other racial groups* 
7.25 N 
(2.36) 
6.90 
(2.38) 
7.24 
(2.56) 
7.08 
(2.66) 
7.24 
(2.27) 
6.74 P 
(2.56) 
 
Note. Standard deviations are listed in parentheses. Subscripts indicate groups that are significantly 
different from one another (p < .05). Asterisks and pluses next to the outcome name indicate whether 
there is significant variation across all groups, according to analyses of variance.   
+ p < .10   * p < .05   ** p < .01   *** p < .001 
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Table 2. Adjusted means and standard errors for college outcomes by religious/worldview identification.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Outcome Protestant Jewish Muslim Buddhist Hindu None 
College grade point 
average*** 
3.20 J 
(.02) 
3.39 HMNP 
(.04)  
3.10 J 
(.06) 
3.28 
(.05) 
3.09 J 
(.06) 
3.23 J 
(.03) 
Graduation (4 years)* .68 J 
(.01) 
.79 P 
(.03) 
.76 
(.05) 
.68 
(.04) 
.72 
(.05) 
.68 
(.02) 
Graduation (6 years) .87 
(.01) 
.89 
(.02) 
.86 
(.04) 
.84 
(.03) 
.87 
(.04) 
.87 
(.02) 
Satisfaction with academic 
experience 
7.28 
(.06) 
7.07 
(.14) 
6.82 
(.25) 
6.91 
(.18) 
7.25 
(.24) 
7.19 
(.10) 
Satisfaction with college 
choice+ 
7.38 
(.08) 
7.43 
(.19) 
7.46 
(.33) 
6.86 
(.24) 
7.03 
(.32) 
7.00 
(.13) 
Satisfaction with friendships* 8.39 N 
(.07) 
8.34 
(.17) 
8.60 
(.29) 
8.37 
(.21) 
8.37 
(.28) 
7.95 P 
(.11) 
Perceived growth in becoming 
a better person 
8.74 
(.06) 
8.67 
(.16) 
8.55 
(.27) 
8.45 
(.20) 
8.89 
(.26) 
8.56 
(.10) 
Perceived growth in prepara-
tion for life after college** 
7.43 N 
(.06) 
7.22 
(.15) 
7.57 
(.26) 
7.14 
(.19) 
7.36 
(.25) 
6.92 P 
(.10) 
Perceived growth in relating to 
other racial groups+ 
7.25 
(.08) 
6.93 
(.22) 
7.21 
(.37) 
7.11 
(.27) 
7.09 
(.35) 
6.76 
(.14) 
 
Note. Standard errors are listed in parentheses. Asterisks and pluses next to the outcome name indicate 
whether there is significant variation across all groups, according to analyses of covariance (controlling 
for race, gender, parental education, and high school GPA).   
+ p < .10   * p < .05   ** p < .01   *** p < .001 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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